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With this issue The Woman CPA is 
pleased to introduce Jewell Lewis 
Shane, CPA, as editor of the Reviews 
column. Ms. Shane is with the audit 
staff of Price Waterhouse & Co. She 
is a member of AWSCPA, the Cincin­
nati Chapter of ASWA, and the Ohio 
Society of CPAs.
Reviews
Reading Notes & Quotes
MEN AND WOMEN OF THE 
CORPORATION, by Rosabeth 
Moss Kanter, Basic Books, Inc., 
Publishers, New York, 1977, Paper­
back $4.95
Who does the most power go to in 
an organization? Why do some 
people rise in the corporation while 
others, often more talented, end up 
in dead-end positions? Why is the 
“failure rate’’ of women and 
minorities much higher than those of 
white males? What are the charac­
teristics of the powerless people? 
What is “tokenism?” Why do tokens 
face special situations and perform 
their jobs under different public and 
symbolic conditions?
Professor Kanter, Yale University, 
provides the sociological explana­
tion of organization behavior in a 
complex and engrossing book that 
won the C. Wright Mills Award in 
1977. The corporate structure of op­
portunity, power and relative number 
(proportions and social composi­
tion) are the underlying determi­
nants of organization behavior. This 
theory is supported by several 
research and action projects 
conducted by Kanter in major 
corporations.
Opportunity
Opportunity is mobility and plenty 
of it! Opportunity breeds opportunity. 
Superstars don’t get as many fouls 
called against them. People who get 
all A’s sometimes get one when they 
don’t deserve it. Mobile people rarely 
stay in one position long enough to 
master it fully and they are not 
rewarded by the system if they do so. 
Mobile people are pulled through 
the back door, not through the 
channel.
Kanter is very convincing in her 
suggestion that opportunity does 
indeed shape behavior. The charac­
teristics attributable to “women as a 
group’’ are the normal human 
responses to blocked opportunities 
and are exhibited equally by men in 
terminal jobs.
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High mobility people tend to foster 
rivalry, instability in the composition 
of work groups, comparisons up­
ward in the hierarchy rather than 
toward members of their own peer 
group, and concern with intrinsic 
aspects of the job. They show 
greater concern with the task, sup­
press irrelevant communications 
and are less critical of upper groups.
On the contrary, low mobility tends 
to foster camaraderie, stably com­
posed groups and concerns with ex­
trinsic rewards — both social and 
monetary. Relationships and inter­
personal involvements are the high­
est reward in work and appropriately 
a substitute for lack of high mobility. 
The office storyteller is usually 
someone who is “stuck” and uses 
gossip to gain prestige because 
there are few alternatives.
Playing it safe is a strategy of 
dead-enders. They are reluctant to 
do anything innovative and resist 
any changes proposed by others. 
They criticize those who have made 
it and resent bitterly any attention 
given to the upward mobility of 
women and minorities.
High-opportunity managers 
actively favor upgrading women and 
minorities, sometimes because of 
value systems differing from low- 
opportunity individuals, sometimes 
because they see a personal advan­
tage to themselves by showing that 
they can manage a challenging 
situation, and sometimes because 
they are not personally threatened.
Power
Power is the ability to get things 
done, to mobilize resources, thus it 
means having access to whatever is 
needed for the doing. Somewhere 
behind the formal organization chart 
is another shadow structure in which 
dramas of power are played out.
People who seem to have access 
to the inner circles that make deci­
sions affecting the fate of individuals 
in organizations are more effective 
leaders, and better liked in the proc­
ess. Subordinates behave in more 
cooperative and less critical ways, 
inhibit their negativity and ag­
gressiveness, thereby reducing the 
need for the leader to exercise 
strong controls. This favorable situ­
ation enables the person to behave 
like a “good leader.” On the other 
hand, nonmobile managers behave 
in rigid, authoritarian ways and use 
more coercive than persuasive 
power to get the job done.
Power wipes out sex. Followers 
who want to attach themselves to 
power do not even notice sex. 
However, there is a widespread 
belief that women are individual 
“movers” and cannot take anyone 
else with them even if they move up 
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in the corporation. In these cases, no 
political advantage is seen in mak­
ing alliances with women. In­
terestingly, men who are powerless 
behave in the same ways as the 
stereotyped female manager — 
bossy, controlling, critical.
Sponsorship by superiors is criti­
cal in producing a “good” leader. 
Sponsors provide an important sig­
nal to other people, a form of 
“reflected power.” This indicates to 
others that the person in question 
has the backing of an influential per­
son, that the sponsor’s resources are 
somewhere behind that individual.
“People who have authority with­
out system power are powerless. 
People held accountable for the 
results produced by others, whose 
formal role gives them the right to 
command, but who like sponsorship, 
mobility prospects, access to 
resources and informal political in­
fluence are rendered as powerless in 
an organization.” Thus, they are 
ineffective leaders.
Nothing diminishes a leader’s 
power more than subordinates’ 
knowledge that they can go over 
his/her head. Subordinates are auto­
matically obedient toward the 
powerful but direct more intense 
aggression to the powerless. It is as 
though followers extend “credit” in 
the present for imagined future 
payoffs.
Numbers
Sheer proportion of women, men, 
blacks and ethnic minorities in any 
given social situation determines 
who is “different.” As proportions 
begin to shift, so do social ex­
periences, so that numerical dis­
tributions underlay the behavior and 
treatment of the relative few in an 
organization.
The very nature of the business 
environment produces conditions of 
uncertainty. The greater the uncer­
tainty, the greater the pressures are 
for those who have to trust each 
other to form a homogeneous group. 
Additionally, the lack of structure in 
top jobs make it important for deci­
sion-makers to work closely in 
shared understanding and a degree 
of mutual trust. Closed inner circles 
in which trust is assumed are 
achieved by two kinds of homo­
geneity: similarity of social 
background and characteristics 
or similarity of organizational 
experience.
Dominants have slowly accepted 
tokens into their midst but at the 
same time informally isolated them. 
Kanter’s research showed that 
tokens tend to be excluded in the 
networks by which informal 
socialization occurs and politics 
behind the formal system are 
exposed.
Dominants also pressure tokens to 
turn against members of their own 
category. For example, women act­
ing to exclude other women from the 
upper ranks are taking over the 
“gatekeeping” functions for domi­
nants, letting them appear free of 
prejudice. The “Queen Bee Syn­
drome” thus is explained as having 
structural (numerical) origins rather 
than sexual origins.
The stresses and costs encoun­
tered in token situations are all too 
real. “Even successful women who 
reported little or no discrimination 
said that they felt they had to work 
twice as hard and expend more 
energy than the average man to suc­
ceed. The token does not have to 
work hard to have her presence 
noticed, but she does have to work 
hard to have her achievements 
noticed.”
The token position contains a 
number of dilemmas and contradic­
tions. “As long as numbers are low, 
disruptions of interaction around 
tokens (and their personal problems) 
are seen by the organization as a 
high deflection from its central pur­
poses, a drain of energy, leading to 
the conclusion that it is not worth 
having people like the tokens 
around. Yet the disruptions are pri­
marily a function of the numbers 
being low and could be remedied by 
proportional increases.”
Understanding
Kanter’s structural model of 
organization behavior not only con­
tributes to theory, but provides the 
background and basis for practice. 
Business leaders can now enhance 
the performance and productivity of 
the workers women and minorities 
supervise. At the same time, they can 
make “good” leaders out of women 
and minorities by providing favor­
able positions with respect to 
opportunity and power.
This book should be required 
reading for all men and women in 
business if they are to be prepared to 
deal with future of American society 
as a whole. “What men think about 
women’s potential as workers and 
leaders may be honestly based on 
the women they know best: their 
wives and secretaries. That these 
women may be limited in their 
behavior by the constraints of their 
own roles is an issue that never 
crosses the minds of men who deal 
with them. Making changes depends 
on understanding — seeing the un­
derlying causes of behavior: how 
organizations systematically make 
some people ‘look good’ and others 
‘look bad’.” J.L.S.
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